MIKEAL ANDREW HARDIN

35 London Lane OR\G‘NA‘:

Sharpsburg, Georgia 30277

(404) 251-5018 F\\_E

May 28, 1992

Mr. Andr-ew C. Barret ¢ RECE'VED
Commissioner *JUN -:-9‘]992‘

Federal Communications Commission

1919 M Street
Washington D.C. 20554 FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFF ICE OF THE SECRETARY

Dear Commissioner Barret:

Enclosed you will find my response to "Requests For Comment On
Proposals To Speed Processing Of MMDS Applications".

I am respectfully requesting that the original conditions under
which filing was executed be honored in good faith by the Federal
Communications Commission and that my interest in the pursuit of

obtaining a license through the original rules of alliance
agreements be regarded in a sincere and active investment
posture.

If I can be of further assistance or answer any questions for
you, please feel free to contact me at the address and telephone
number above.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

fobll b e

Mikeal A. Hardin
Investor

Enclosure.
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Pursuait to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hercby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position RE@E’NE‘B"Y (&)
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. ?3
JUNZ9 10 B
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a positiG\ %
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology Ce¥RilseMumiablonsonlidatpto ¥
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FRERE Tk sataemfiling
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”. )

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

() In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed __ /:fead A M Date 05/27/ G2
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals 1o speed processg ﬁﬁ;ﬁ applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that Eﬁ ' nced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any%
-

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". 91 { 125
FEDER =
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, th# Y

1N
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a SHE W kandidate ™
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

-

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

‘o | |
MMDS Applicant: Signed_/ A:c. L pae Date i /- 7
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS appllcanons" I

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that s NE?ed
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm pos1t10n and opposition
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN - -9 ‘992‘ %
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As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, M%mmmﬁ
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology cou 208 Tk estecoumvdi
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a fi 2 (
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed (i&: / ACL«LML, Date {744//»%’ ,/L/fjﬂ-—
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processinga)ﬁ% M)ﬁgﬁom", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that signi tlygl ced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position po. any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. repepy COMMUNICATIONS 00MM|ss’10N )
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY ¥ &
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a po x‘g_z
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidat F
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery “settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(D For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Slgne:i)k/jfgb% /C ( 14 {; Date {\gjé/ /7 —
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing o, %\éggaﬁom", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sigw imnced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and 0p si oany ¢

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups" FEDERAL COWUMCATIONSCOMMISSION‘\‘\2
OFFICEOF THESECRETARY ~ = %

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a posy >
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to =
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do pot own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups"”. )

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants whe would be party tc alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed__ (<t CW” pae S12%[072
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processm mm ns”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sig

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and m@& w
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". i

. MUN
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the %%%g%
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candi t

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

ﬁguo

W

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the admlmiItLon of the awards proc&ss'

l

C QAMCR Q/C Date S -3 (- 4.2

MMDS Applicant: Signed .
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processing M?Emm", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influe mé

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position andmwmfny )
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. “ - 5
FEDERAL COMMUNCATIONS comv a2

(3) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCCOUSistarondrampOsitie
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate o
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

) 3153
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of WEOEI@, I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opgpg@ﬁoxgtqm o
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups".

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC d&ﬁ&@ﬁﬁﬁ&eﬁ%
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candida o';}
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! ~ All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processmg
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sign
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and mqnsom?,ny
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. o

OMMU
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the Fg W&%

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding “preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do pot own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed @um /J/Zaauul Date 5/ /%3




f[i DIC 4) 7 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing%l“ﬁ@iom", I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly ir}ﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and UippoXit§{ any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. Fe )
¢ FEDERAL COMMUNCATIONS CouyssalB

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the F e %om
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candt o

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filin
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed R Barpzty s, Date S - 2% -7z




67(8, DIC @ 2-%0 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing oﬁtﬁ%})]imﬁ, I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that signifi sggn my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and i y
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMM
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARYa =2
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a @
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidyet
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing ‘o
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups"”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Jﬁ% W Date S -~ 0-9 R




f [ D a3y - ¢() RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that sxﬁE@E'W my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposli YO

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". JUN 9 '992‘

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, tieOF! M
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology coufdF6EQE Mizdsbn 1datel
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing, -
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are “insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards progess!

MMDS Applicant: Signed besh  Date 1995
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications I
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that Sl pg!
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and O

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN = -9 '992‘ ﬂé
[

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, tRegffc€
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology couQﬂ’ﬂboa ADAAS
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a ﬁhng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Cj JZL(/ZZ/QZ K ot pp Date M. oy Q’/;, /G




Wl PIC G2 -0 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that mﬂE@E}'Wged my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any o
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN - 91,992; ﬁ%
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, MMMWWO%
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable™ technology couf¥F BeQh Misbbaccandidatt to ~
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery “settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant Signedéﬂmum .
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors mﬁmmﬁamm my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posi to any a

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". =
JUN=9.1992 m

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, FCC demonstrated a F
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” mhnolo%ﬁ%@mmmﬂ ate 3
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting gxtra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) 1In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administrati}; of the awards process! '

MMDS Applicant: Signed < ?é/“f‘/"/ Z%Z;,.»ﬁ///f/ (’%ﬂ% Date 71 Zé% 34/ ny
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications®, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. mﬁw o

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCCM%M&E - %
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology egy! U}slable candidal “g’,
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the gy
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

() This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do pot own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) 1In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits” and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators" with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “"grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: smm_%% Dae 6/ /4
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positi] BaO{Pdfipof)o any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups"”. o
=90
=

/i

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the Fgggemo'nstrated a
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable"” technologpEoeanlchineimcxiokd o 02
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for tH¥FEERETHH ELATFK filing ’2
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(¢) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "“insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administraty awards process!

& (7?7% Date__§ -

W
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MMDS Applicant: Signed—
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications"”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon @E*\}bEleyny
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. w’
A

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC den{f)?lsﬁag?agl Pt
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology RES&AL tommma i
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for them&léﬁﬁammﬁhng
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed {gg;gﬂg‘& \/Qm - Date (MAY 31 . (992




{€ Dk Q2-gp  RESPONSETO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors mWenM my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm pos to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. .
JUN =.9.19921 =)

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a

PP6
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" mhnolﬂwwwmﬁe
& &leate filikE®

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for a
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

[

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

() For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for/the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards p &

MMDS Applicant: Signed '
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications®, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced mé
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any a

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. RECEIVED $ %

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FQW@QW a po:
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was fOREBACEMDRI Ovea0MESSTing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopof§ Pafi&{pHBHBY average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(©) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups"”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC shouid nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed %M//Z, 414)»7 Date_ & // / | 7
- /S 7 7 i




PRI 92 ~¢0  RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications®, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm pos1RECm to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. jl

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the PM de:go‘?gted aﬁ@
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technolq? ﬁm ble c'andl
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for Tl m& ?—
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by avegage
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards p

MMDS Applicant: Signedéd/ 7% { //1,/4 Date ‘%//z




?ﬂ D ap-90 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantl ced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmo @é any O

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. 992
JuN =999 g a

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology ¢eoERILGOMY é%e
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the P@Eﬁ%@; a mg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed @\W&W Date 5 -Q9-93




PEDC Oy -¢0) RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processzng of MMDS applications", 1

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that si influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my sition to any-y

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. _9. ‘992‘
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As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demons

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” teciapedagpHit % candl
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective wa@ﬂfﬁﬁg O create a ﬁhng

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants whe would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed oo Losse Date Ma% 2o, 1995




W& 7\\\4 ({2 g0 RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS. applications", 1

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that signiﬁmy
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and o

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". .
i g PPy JUN =9,1992i 23

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the F(; monstrated a =>
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be m

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(6) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its ruies regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed / )4 )/ { M;;é Date, e /! 772




